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The Honorable Michael K. Powell 
Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing in regards to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, specifically Title IV. Although 
the media has not provided much coverage ofthe FCC's recent rulings, I have been following 
the debates and contemplating the future of telecommunications. 

Telecommunication policy and regulations are said to revolve around the public interest, 
convenience, and necessity. Since mass media is commercially run, public interest tends to be 
defined more economically than socially. While the nation's economy affects every citizen's 
life, our media has a more important role as an information provider and as an integral part of 
our democracy. 
has the responsibility to maintain and manage a competitive marketplace. Currently, a select few 
corporations compete to control the flow of information as well as the marketplace. Clear 
Channel dominates the radio airwaves with over 1,200 stations. The same company owns The 
New York Times and The Boston Globe, two of the nation's most widely read newspapers. 
Although the Telecommunications Act does not regulate newspapers, it shows the trend in this 
country towardfewer, larger information providers. Huge corporations provide the money for 
new technologies and state-of-the-art equipment, however they prohibit the competition and 
multiple points-of-view needed in an information based industry and society. 

Under title IV of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC, as regulator, 

Something has to be done in order to open up regional markets to more competitive business. I 
propose a policy similar to a luxury tax. Companies that control a disproportionate amount of a 
regional market would be taxed in order to provide financial assistance to companies that would 
have no chance to compete otherwise. Currently Clear Channel is free to buy virtually any 
struggling radio stations, which lets them control most of the market and limit competition. Only 
other media giants can compete. With a luxury tax, the FCC could actually relax regulations 
while promoting competition and aiding companies that are interested in public service. This 
would allow the larger companies to stay on the cutting edge. More importantly, it would force 
the marketplace to tolerate a wide variety of viewpoints and perspectives, regardless of the size 
of the company. 



Public interest should not be associated with the bottom line. Mass media is a business, but it is 
like no other. The media informs the voters who keep our democracy in working order. 
Allowing business interests to overshadow public interest might help the economy, but it limits 
the flow of information. 

fames Nickas 
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Distribution center Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Based on Title I1 of the Telecommunications Act 1996, cross-ownership and greater 
powers of concentration are given to broadcasters. I am writing to push for no media 
consolidation because of the damage it will do to many of the American people. 

A prime example of this is the radio industry. Clear Channel Communications is a major 
radio and concert conglomerate that has expanded from 40 stations to 1,225, and in the 
process, exercise unprecedented control over the industry. Clear Channel 
Communications is unexpectedly offering more than enough proof of what can go wrong 
with media deregulation and can be used as the major example of what should not happen 
to the rest of the media 

“Radio consolidation has contributed to a 34 percent decline in the number of owners, a 
90 percent rise in the cost of advertising rates, and a rise in indecent broadcasts,” 
according to Sen. Ernest Hollings. Musicians have also had complaints about this 
problem. Musician Don Henley testified that artists are “shackled by the anti-competitive 
practices of the conglomerates.” This is not only a problem for major companies, but 
also for the American people as a whole. 

The 1996 Telecommunications Act needs to be changed so that consolidation is not 
permitted. Congress, in coordination with the FCC, should try to begin to reglate what 
goes on within each industry. If a company is watched over more closely, then there is 
less room for complications. This would help, to, increase, the number of owners, along 
withincreasing profits for smaller businesses. Overall, a.increase in competition would 
help to strengthen the industry and benefit many peopte overall. I believe that media 
consolidation will only add onto the problems that are occurring right now. Something 
may be able to be done ifthe situation is taken care of as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your time. 
. .  _ I  

Sincerely, 

Laura Corigliano 
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i 
The Honorable Jonathon S. Adelstein Y 

Commissioner 
Federal Communications CommissidE;Onf'r"' 
445 1 P  Street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Media, particularly broadcast media, presents a significant opportunity to educate this 
country's citizens about important issues of the day. Broadcasters are obliged under the 
law to do so, and other opportunities exist to create new paradigms. While the 
government has an important role to promote such speech, it should not suppress the wide 
range of free expression in the media. 

Clear Channel Communications, a media outlet which owns more than twelve hundred 
radio stations nationwide, has an audience of over one hundred and ten million listeners 
per week. Clear Channel Communications has been buying up radio stations across the 
country and replacing their live, local programs with shows recorded in far-off studios that 
are presented to be local. Today, the American Media has grown too big for the public's 
good. As large companies like Clear Channel buy up the last remaining independent media 
outlets across the country, the public suffers. 

In 1996, Congress passed a bill that imposed limitations on how much of America's 
broadcasting industry big media firms could own. Since then, almost a third of the 
country's radio station owners have been bought out by conglomerates. Taking a look at 
television, more than three quarters of Americans now watch channels that are owned by a 
mere six companies. 

We need ask the FCC to make a last stand and stop the growth of big media. Big media 
firms argue that these rules are outdated, and FCC Chairmen Michael Powell agrees with 
this argument. Powell says that technology has changed and so should the rules. Powell 
also states that big does not necessarily mean bad. A recent study done by Columbia 
University's Project for Excellence in Journalism, found that television stations owned by 
smaller media firms generally produce better newscasts. This is not however to take away 
the fact that some big media firms do not produce quality newscasts. 

In Jacksonville, Florida two large media firms have bought up all four major network 
affiliates. Clear Channel owns the CBS and FOX stations, while Gannett owns the ABC 
and NBC affiliates. Gannett decided to combine the news operations of ABC and NBC 
into one. This means that if you're watching the evening news on your ABC affiliate, your 
neighbor will be watching the same exact broadcast on the local NBC affiliate. This does 
not allow for different opinions or approaches to the events taking place around our nation 
and the world daily. The public needs to see different points of view on the same issues. 

KEVIN M .  GRIBBIN 
2 6  SOUTH L A N E  

HUNTINGTON, N Y  1 1  743 



Apnl 23,2003 

A large number of small independent media firms worry that local broadcasts will die if the 
FCC lets big media firms buy more stations. 

It is apparent that action needs to be taken at this time. We need to take a stance and place 
limitations on our big media firms. Our public deserves the chance to hear various ideas, 
opinions, and attitudes throughout our news forums. This will only occur when limitations 
are placed on large, dominating companies and smaller, independent media outlets are 
given the opportunity to voice the news as they see fit for their audiences. Please support 
saving our media outlets from diminishing the American right of free expression by all. 

- 2 -  

Sincerely, 

Kevin M. Gribbin 
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1 APR 3 0 2003 

The Honorable Michael K. Powell 
Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Mr. Pcwell: 

This letter is in regards to Title I1 of the 1996 Telecommunications Act. The law has 
allowed broadcast services to severely limit the number of stations that can be owned and 
operated by smaller businesses or companies. According to an article found, it states that 
“In TV, a single owner may now buy stations that reach up to 35 percent of the national 
audience.. . [and] it is now legal to own more than one TV station and a cable TV system 
in the same place.” This does not foster competition in the broadcast service industry, 
and hinders the number of individuals that are able to get involved. By substantially 
relaxing or even eliminating the restriction of how many radio and television stations that 
could be owned locally and nationwide, you are concentrating too much power over 
public information in too few hands and would limit the diversity of news or 
entertainment available to consumers. 

Another issue with Title I1 is that it virtually guarantees current broadcasters the right to 
license renewal, without any renewal proceedings. The act also allows broadcasters to 
keep their licenses for longer periods of time without having to prove that they act in the 
public interest in order to obtain renewal by the FCC. Owners of cable systems and 
television networks might not be meeting the standards set by the FCC, yet it is still 
acceptable for them to own TV stations, without any concern. The only time a license 
can be deemed unqualified is if the FCC has claimed it to be, and does not need to proved 
otherwise. By making it easier to renew a license, companies have to work less in order 
to meet any industry standards. 

Easing the renewal proceedings and allowing a single owner to own more than one TV 
station, does not encourage competition amongst consumers but amongst the very large 
corporations involved. This law does little to encourage new entrepreneurial stars, as 
Apple and Microsoft once were. Even if real competition and new innovative services 
arrive, only very large carriers will be able to act as service providers. 

The law should enforce strict renewal proceedings. They should consist of a thorough 
analysis, which includes, how the broadcast service did since their last license renewal, if 



they have acted in the public interest, and if they have done anything that does not 
represent the FCC’s expectations and standards. Proceedings should be strict, and should 
not be taken lightly. License renewals should not be automatically granted, and should 
be able to be challenged if someone other than the FCC has found the license to be unfit. 
Each complaint should be followed up and examined carefully. These renewals should 
allow for public scrutiny and opinion, and services should be enforced to oblige to their 
public trustees. The analysis should determine whether the service is fit for a renewal or 
not. 

Other companies and individuals should have more of a chance to own broadcast 
services. A single owner should not be able to own a large percentage of the business, 
since it takes away from other competitors. It is vital to allow for competition in such a 
strict business. Cross-ownership of cable systems and TV networks should be 
eliminated, which will in turn allow for other owners to step in and take control of these 
broadcast services. Allowing others to step in will give a variety to the current 
stakeholders, and bring some added flavor to broadcasting. 

In conclusion, the Telecommunications Act affects everyone from consumers to the 
owners of the services, and actions should be taken to better serve all those who are 
affected. The act was initiated in order to face the challenges brought upon by the 
information economy, and now it should change to fit the needs of the current times, 

I hope this letter finds you in good health, and thank you for consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

; 
Elvin James 



April 23,2003 

Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12 '~  Street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

22 Walnut Street 
Gloversville, NY 12078 

APR 3 n 2033 

In recent debate to the review and possible modifications of several media 
ownership rules it is my understanding that if any further relaxation of these rules is 
allowed, societies future democracy will be in severe jeopardy. The 
Telecommunications Act Of 1996 has already served as a vehicle to a 30% increase 
of cable service cost and the allowance of seven media giants to control over 75% of 
the market. If these rules are allowed to become even more flexible our nations 
medium will soon be determined by one voice. I ask you, where is democracy 
within a ruling such as that? The First Amendment granted us freedom of speech 
and a promise that our Government could not place a hold on that freedom, but it did 
not say that the Government would not be allowed to govern our freedom. It is the 
time for our Government to take action and allow the equality within our 
broadcasting tools. The monopolies need to end. The Rupert Murdochs' of our 
nation need a limit to be placed upon them. Clear Channel has grown from 40 
stations to over one million stations, bringing us coverage from hundreds of miles 
away. What happened to local coverage? The 1996 Act deprived us of that. 1 ask 
for myself, and for my community that you do not forget us and remember that we 
are the people that these rules and regulations are designed for. 

Brenda Marotta 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



Amanda Karman 
214 Western Ave. cr,nfirrned 
Albanv. NY 12203 
April i3,2003 MAY o 2 2003 

Distribution omter 
Michael K Powell 
Chairman 
Federal Communications Committee 
445 12 '~  Street, S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

1 APR R n 2003 [ 

Dear Honorable Michael K. Powell 

I would like to use this letter to express my thoughts and opinions on a specific 

subject matter represented in Title I1 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, concerning 

broadcast services. The law as it existed prior to passage of the 1996 Act contained 

certain restrictions on the ownership of broadcast stations in order to protect localism and 

the diversity of voices reaching people through the media. The 1996 Act contains 

provisions that loosen those restrictions. The Act eliminates a national ownership cap for 

radio stations that the FCC had established and modifies local radio ownership 1imits.The 

Act increases the national audience reach for television station ownership to 35 percent 

from 25 percent. In addition, the Act requires the FCC to conduct a rulemaking to 

determine whether local television ownership limitations should be modified or 

eliminated. 

The provisions made in Title I1 were made in order to protect public interest. The 

entire Telecommunications Act of 1996 is directed at maintaining the public interest, 

convenience, and necessity. I would like to make the argument that deregulation of 

broadcast ownership does not serve public interest as well as being a detriment to 

upholding American democratic ideals. It is evident that the Telecommunications Act of 

1996 has failed to produce the consumer benefits policy makers promised because 

competition has failed to take hold across the communications industry. The Act's failure 

is not because, as some have suggested, the FCC was overly regulatory in seeking to 

create conditions ripe for competition. The fundamental problem is that the huge 



companies that dominate the telephone and cable TV industries and radio broadcasting 

prefer mergers and acquisitions to competition. They have refused to open their markets 

by dragging their feet in allowing competitors to interconnect, refusing to negotiate in 

good faith, litigating every aspect of the law, and avoiding head-to-head competition. 

New cable TV competitors have been unable to dent the monopoly strongholds of the 

dominant cable companies, gaining only one percent of the market since the passage of 

the Act. The major cable companies, who have never competed with each other, continue 

to refuse to invade each others' service areas. The unregulated cable TV monopoly has 

led the way in consumer abuse: 1) by pushing cable TV rates up at almost three times the 

rate of inflation; and 2) closing down the broadband Internet by refusing to provide 

nondiscriminatory access for independent Internet service providers to is its high-speed, 

two way telecommunications networks. 

Because of highly concentrated markets in the fields of communications 

Americans are subject to higher rates concerning their access to utilities and also are 

subject to using utilities that's power is in the hands of a few dominant companies. I am 

going to use Clear Channel as an example. As of April 7,2003, Clear Channel operates 

approximately 1,225 radio and 37 television stations in the United States and has equity 

interests in over 240 radio stations internationally. Clear Channel also operates 

approximately 776,000 outdoor advertising displays, including billboards, street furniture 

and transit panels around the world. Deregulation has resulted in many buyouts, 

particularly after 1996 when radio was deregulated. That has proved to be a good 

business model for giants like Clear Channel Communications but not necessarily good 

for the markets. A company that owned a whole market could set all advertising rates and 

offset any economic considerations it might have from a lack of diversification. 

These instances do not seem to promote a healthy market place. The 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 promotes the monopolies of dominant companies by 

permitting deregulation. Dominant companies such as Clear Channel control the world of 

mass media. They control what the public see and hear and therefore have the power to 

shape public opinion. Having one dominant company control an industry does not 

promote diversification. This does not support the Acts priority of serving the public 

interest. I believe that a regression back to the ideals of the Telecommunications Act of 



1934 is in order. Regulate these big companies! Take power away f?om the dominant 

corporations in order to improve American democracy. By increasing regulation on 

broadcast ownership the American Public will benefit by increased diversification and 

more competition for smaller companies which leads to better rates for consumers. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my opinion. I have faith in the American 

system of Government and believe it is important for the public to let their opinions be 

heard. 

Sincerely, 

Amanda Karman, Student at the University of Albany 



EX PART% C:t? LPTE FILED 
Steven Zimberg 

77- 38 250 Street Bellerose, NY 11426 

FCC Commissioner 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

D e a  Commissioner C o p :  

I am deeply concerned about the possibility that ownership regulations might be further 
relaxed, which would allow major media conglomerates to own more media outlets than the 
1996 Telecommunications Act currently allows. According to Title I1 of the 1996 
Telecommunications Act- a single owner is allowed to own up to 35% of TV stations within 
the national audience, own more than one T'V station and cable TV system in the same 
market; as well as own more than one network in addition to a major network brand. I find it 
alarming that any further consideration is being given to empower owners who wish to 
acquire more media assets. 

Allowing media conglomerates to control the majority of the broadcast spectrum is 
dangerous because it allows an elite goup to determine which content will be broadcast over 
radio and television networks. If this pluralistic trend is allowed to continue it would 
undermine the ownership rules which were put in place by congress to ensure that the public 
would have access to a wide variety of news, information and programming; as well as access 
to diverse political views. Thus, any modification to the existing policy with the intention of 
allowing the expansion and merging of networks could and would reduce competition and 
diversity in the media marketplace and instead could be used to support the agenda of the 
owners. 

Relaxing the existing restrictions would also reduce the amount of competition in the 
broadcasting arena; as a result this would artificially inflate advertising costs to business, 
because negotiations for less expensive air time would he less likely. Cousolidation is also 
dangerous to the public, because elite owners would control more of the spectrum and 
could broadcast whatever content they choose. This would create a potentially risky 
situation, because conglomerates would have the ability to extend their reach as far and deep 
as they wanted, which would give them more channels to distribute content. 

Many media conglomerates such as AT&T and AOI, Time Warner not only have the 
capabilities to deliver messages through their networks structures, but arc also content 
producers. If relaxation were to be allowed there is no guarantee that these companies would 
act as socially responsible businesses and produce and distribute content that serves in the 
best interest of the general public, without taking advantage of their enormous capabilities. 
Relaxing ownership regulations assumes that conglomerates arc capable of making 
responsible decisions without their political agenda or their bottom line being compromised. 

1 



In dosing media is a very powerful resource, because of technological advancements we are 
able to communicate more efficiently then ever before. I urge you to please examine the 
consequences of relaxifig media ownership policy. The mass media provides Americans the 
information they need to make informed decisions; by allowing conglomerates to further 
strengthen their networks would obstruct the diversity of information Americans need to 
fully participate in our democratic culture. 

7 



The Honorable Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12‘~  Street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

@on!irmad 

10 Thompson Street 
Broadalbin, NY 12025 

Dear Honorable Abemathy: 

In this day in our society, we are facing a media world that is looking less and less 
like a representation of the democracy that we claim to hold dear and more and more like 
a totalitarian monster, ready to eat up all independent voices. 

This monster grew to its current dictatorial height with the adoption of the 
Telecommunication Act of 1996 in Title 11. The Title removed most barriers for media 
consolidation, and instead made an easy path for corporations to take in their eternal 
quest toward monopoly. 

highly-publicized case, Microsoft became the example against current-day monopolies, 
Title I1 seems to be encouraging them instead of preventing them. Huge media 
conglomerates, one of the most known being Clear Channel, are buying up smaller radio 
stations and are therefore limiting the content that is being broadcast over the airwaves. 
In the February 3,2003 edition of The Salt Lake Tribune, Molly Ivins writes that “there 
are thirty percent fewer station owners than there were before 1996. The result,” she 
continues, “is less news and local programming, since formats are programmed at 
headquarters.” Senator Byron Douglas, on his appearance on the April 4,2003 episode of 
Now with Bill Moyers, said that “all of us ought to be concerned when we see this 
massive concentration occurring.” Such consolidation is the exact opposite of the 
independent and freely speaking voice that we should be encouraging in the United 
States. Local news should be of a local quality. Rick Karr, also on the April 4 episode of  
Now, speaks of a recent study done by Columbia University’s Project for Excellence in 
Journalism. This study concluded that “changes that encourage heavy concentration of 
ownership in local [media] by a few large corporations will erode the quality of news 
American receive.” There are many arguments in the opposite direction, stating that the 
quality of news from larger conglomerates is better news with more resources, and that 
such consolidation is healthy and normal in the state of corporate affairs. However, as 
Karr also said on Now, sometimes bigger conglomerates “just means fewer choices for 
viewers.” This “corporate” news has also been criticized because it has become less about 
the news itself and about quality, investigative reporting than about making money and 
expanding the current corporation. Local news that is not owned by larger 
conglomerations is not only free from the huge corporate money train, but it has been 
praised for its more in-qepfp coverage, more local stones, and loqber news broadcasts. So 

Though monopoly was clearly outlawed in the Sherman Anti-Trust Act, and, in its 



despite corporations’ claims that “bigger means better” when it comes to news, purely 
local news has been praised for its coverage. 

produce higher quality broadcasts, but in its current state, it is a direct and blatant 
hindrance to democracy. Frank Blethen, the publisher and CEO of the Seattle Times, 
states, “If we go out 20 years from now with the same pace of concentration of media 
ownership we’ve had for the last 20, we will not have a democracy.” The implications for 
democracy of the current state of lax media consolidation regulations are enormous. 
More than three quarters of Americans now watch channels that are owned by just six 
companies. This is not the freedom of speech that is promised in the Bill of Rights. 
Sheryl Leanza, deputy director at Media Access Project in Washington, DC states that 
“consolidation and concentration ownership certainly lead to less diverse programming.” 
As citizens we are entitled to the ability to express ourselves through any medium that is 
available. Unfortunately, with the increasing corporate conglomerate hold, we are not 
entitled to many mediums. The smaller, independent voice is being consistently stifled by 
the corporate fist. In our society, money talks and consolidated media is doing all of the 
talking. The United States needs, as a Constitutional supporter of everyone’s right to 
speech, a Title I1 that allows more smaller-owned broadcast stations to survive among the 
corporations and brings the local news to its rightful place among the local people. Media 
consolidation is not an issue that can remain hidden among government committees. It 
affects all American citizens. The FCC decision on media consolidation is said on both 
sides to possibly be “the FCC’s most important decision.. .ever.” Do not allow 
corporations to continue to suffocate the local, independent stations that need to be heard 
by the citizens. Instead, allow diversity in media to create a plethora of views and voices 
that will shape a true democracy. 

Not only does consolidation decrease the ability of local news to remain local and 

Ashlee M. Palandro 



{ ;3 2 2UU' Ryann Monta , i  

L.. , 
'' 483 Hamilton Street 

Albany, NY 12203 I/ .. A?:;" 2 li ;.i. ~isulDuuQn Gen&;: 

The HonoraMe Michael K. Powell r;oniirrneC . Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12lh Street, SW 
Washington, DC a 5 5 4  

Dear Mr. Powell: 

MAY o 2 2003 
oi&)utiOn center 

The Telmmunications A d  of 1593 is an area of great interest for a large mass of people. As chairman of the 
Federal Communications Commission. you have a great deal of responsibility as the regulating body of 
communication resources. I am WIW as ar, indeprdent citizen and as 3 voice of one V&O fec!s thcy are 
affected by the specik positions of the current policy. The purpose of this letter is to raise awareness on some 
issues that may be disadvantageous fwthe public. 

As a member of the public and citizen with no corporate interests involved, l i f e  It concerning broadcast 
services raises a sgnifmnt amount of interest from my part. The deregulatoty nature within the topic of 
broadcast servicw deserves more attention for revisions since it does not look out for the interests of the public. 
More spechically. the permitting of cm-nership of bruadcasl and cable systems causes limlations which is 
unfair fw the people. Broadcast services, a free medium for the public, and purchasable cable systems, are 
guilty of a heavy corporate influence which interferes in its effectiveness. 

The permitting of broadcast mmpanies to own no set number of stations with a 35% cap of households limits 
the public in 1 viewing and listening freedom. There is a lack of diversity in the voices that the public hears from 
broadcasters. Companies such as Macom and Clear Channel control too much of what the public consumes. 
Thii limitation of variety pmduced by broadcast services and cable systems also has influence on the market 
that the policy intended to impmve. Not only is there a restraint for the public. but also on the competition. Giant 
media corporations controlling air and sound waves is an injustice that the public should not have to endure. We 
deserve the option to have variety and choices in what we choose to see and hear. It is unfair that our channels 
are diluted with corporate influence. 

Another issue worth mentioning is the redesigning of the spedrum. The new movement concerning digital 
television service produces enormous effeds on everyone. The use of the free spedrum that is required for 
digital service should be revised in order to take away the corporate advantage. The idea of digital television 
replaang analog telaision seems to carry a rather expensive price, despne the use of the free spednrm. The 
universal upgrade of systems by broadcasters and by the public holds too high of a price. First broadcasters are 
q u k d  :c isvest ifi irpgadi% iheir seruicc: io puvicie: iiio diyial synai, tiien there is an expidation that the 
public musl comply with an upgrade of their own. It raises a question. who adually benefits from the transition? 

More importantly. the compebtion that was intended to be strengthened is evidently lessened by certain aspeds 
of the policy. Cross ownership regulations and actions towards increasing heatthy competition should be 
considered for further revisions. An attemfl to maybe promote satellie service for cwnpeWon with cable can be 
made by lowering fees for services. Further deliberations concerning the emergence of digital television should 
also be made by acknowledging the undesirable costs of making the transition. As the ading chairman of the 
Federal Communications Commission, you have the power to make these improvements, and allow myself to 
believe that the public has a loud and meaningful voice. I respectfully thank you for your time and consideration. 

Ryann Monta 


